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OFflCE OF 
MANAGING EIRECTOR 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, D. C. 20554 

SEP 5 2003 

FILE 

John P. Stem, Esquire 
bra1 Space & Communications, Ltd. 
1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1007 
Arlington, Virginia 22202-3501 

RE: Request for Partial refund of fees for Application to 
Extend Milestones 
Fee Control Number 0305088210027002 

Dear Counsel: 

This letter responds to your May 8,2003 request (which replaced an emneous letter 
dated May 1,2003) that we make a partial refund of the $7,050 application fee submitted on the 
same date with the request by Loral SpaceCom Corporation (Loral SpaceCom) to extend the 
construction completion and launch milestones for its Telstar 8 satellite. For the reasons set out 
below, we grant your request for a partial refund of $6,345. 

You request a refund of $6,345, which is the difference between the amount paid by 
Loral SpaceCom, $7,050, and the amount you believe would be appropriate, $705,’ but for the 
omission of certain words in the Commission’s fee schedule. The schedule no longer includes 
language specifically corresponding to the statutory space station fee category for applications to 
extend construction authority. 

Loral SpaceCom paid a fee of $7,050; requesting authorization to extend milestones. 
You assert that the fee applicable for a space station modification is the closest remaining fee 
category that would apply to the requested application, but that the level of effort expended by 
the Commission to decide a modification differs greatly h m  the level of effort expended for a 
milestone extension. In addition, you point out that OMD has granted Lord refunds comparable 
to that requested here. See e.g., Letter fiom Mark A. Reger, Chief Financial Officer, Office of 
Managing Director, Federal Communications Commission, to John P. Stem, Esq., Loral Space & 
Communications Ltd., October 24,2002 (Fee Control # 020409821 0545001). 

The Commission’s fee schedules are congressionally mandated, and the statutory fee 
schedule specifies under the category for space stations a fee for each extension of construction 
permiflaunch authorization request. 47 U.S.C, 5 158(g), Common Carrier S k c e ,  Item 16.g. 
In implementing 47 U.S.C. § 158, the Commission stated that “[tlhe Schedule of Charges created 
statutory fees that couId only be changed in accordance with the statute or though the passage of 
new legislation.” Report & Order, 2 FCC Rcd at 948. Accordingly, absent congressional action, 

‘ Thls fee, adjusted to account for dation,  was previously set forth at 47 CFR 5 1.1 107(9)(g), but is now the 
amount set forth at 47 CFR 5 1 . 1  107(9)(1) Extension of Launch Authority. 

category you assert IS the closest to the requested rehef. 
This amount corresponds to the application fee for a space station modification, see 47 CFR 5 1.1  107(9Xc), the 
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the Commission will not purposely add to or delete from the statutorily established categories of 
feeable items. In that regard, the Commission later amended certain rules to implement section 
3001 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989, which amended the Schedule of 
Charges to include the application and fee for an “extension of construction permitllaunch 
authorization (per request).”’ 

As you indicate, however, the Commission’s fee schedule in effect at the time Lon1 
SpaceCom filed its current application no longer includes a precise reference to a “construction 
permit” applicable to requesting an extension of the launch authority. This change reflected the 
Commission’s efforts to streamline its satellite application and licensing procedures. 
Consequently, pursuant to 47 CFR 9 25.1 17(e), Lord SpaceCom’s application is properly a 
“modification of authorization to extend a required date of completion (e.g., begin construction, 
complete construction, launch, bring into operati~n).”~ In that regard, section 25.1 17(e) specifies 
that the application for modification of authorization6 to extend a required date of completion (a 
milestone), shall be filed on FCC Form 701 (Application for Additional Time to Construct)? 
Thus, OW rules do provide for the relief Loral SpaceCom seeks, Le., a request to extend a 
milestone, which is a modification of the authorization. 

Memorandum Opimon and Order, Establishment of a Fee Collection Program to Implement the PrOvi.sionr of the 
Omnibus Budget Reconcrhohon Act of1989, FCC 90-63,s FCC Rcd 3558,3633 (1990). 

See Report and Order, In re Streamlining the Commission’s Rules and Regulations for  Satellrte Application and 
Licensing Procedures, FCC 96-425, 11 FCC Rcd. 21,581, (1996). As a result ofthis Order, the Commission 
elimnated the requuement to apply for a separate constructlon permit, even though the final authorization includes 
milestones related to construction. The elimination of the language speclfic to a construction permit was in keep@ 
with the streamlined single authonzation that replaced the multi-step authorizations to first consmct and then to 
seek authorizahon to launch and operate. Even so, interim steps remain in the form of Ihilestones, which a tic- 
must meet on pain of temunation of the station authonzation. For example, the Commission’s d c s  (47 CFR 5 
25.161) provide for automatic termination of the stahon authorization upon “expiration of the required date of 
completion of construction or other required action specified in the authorization, . . . if a cemfication of completion 
of the required actlon has not been filed with the Commission unless a request for an extension of time has been 
filed with the Commission but has not been acted on; . . ..” ’ Section 25.1 17 provides in perhent part: 

(e) Any application for modification of authorization to extend a required date of Completion (e.g., 
begin construction, complete Construchon, launch, bring into operation) shall be filed on FCC 
Form 701 (Application for Additlonal Time to Construct). The application must include a verified 
statement from the applicant: (1) That states the additional time is required due to unforeseeable 
circumstances beyond the applicant’s control, describes these circumstances with specificity, and 
Justifies the precise extension period requested; or (2) That states there are Unique and overriding 
publlc interest concerns that justify an extension, identlfies these interests and Justifies a precise 
extension penod. 

6See Public Notice, lrnplementatron Of New Part 25 Regulations For Satellrte Space And Earth Station Application 
AndLicensrng Procedures, DA 97-1967, rel: September 16, 1997, 12 FCC Rcd. 13,850 (1997). “An application that 
revises the data on a previous application that has NOT YET BEEN GRANTED is an ‘Amendment’, whereas an 
applicahon that revises the data on a previously GRANTED application (license Or registration) is a ‘Modificahon’. 
Exishng authorizations are ‘modified’ while pending applications are ‘amended’ (emphasis in original).” 
’In c o n m t  to ttus gurdance on the required form for this modificahoq other apphcations for modification are fikd 
using FCC Form 3 12. 
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The consequence of streamlining portions of Part 25 resulted in a change in the 
terminology in the fee schedule so as to make it consistent with the rule change eliminating the 
requirement to obtain a construction permit.8 Even so, the streamlining of Part 25 did not alter 
the statutory schedule requiring payment of a fee with an application that seeks an extension of 
the milestones and it did not alter the category of the Commission’s service, which is to modify 
the conditions (or milestones) specified in the initial authorization. Thus, the category and fee to 
obtain an extension of the milestones for construction remain valid. Consequently, the 
applicable fee is $705, so Loral SpaceCom is entitled to a refund of $6,345, the difference 
between the $7,050 it paid and the applicable fee it should have paid. 

Accordingly, Loral SpaceCom’s request for a partial refund of $6,345 is granted, and a 
check in that amount payable to the maker of the original check will be sent to you. If you have 
any questions concerning this letter, you may write me at the Commission or call the Revenue 
and Receivables Operations Group at (202) 418-1995. 

Sincerely, 

MarkReger 
Chief Financial Officer 

See 47 CFR 5 25.1 13(f). 



LORAL 
space & tomtnunicatiolu LM. 

1755 Jefferson Davis Hwy. John P. Stem 
SUM 1007 Deputy Gcnml Counsd 

Arlington. VA 22202-3501 
VW) 414-1060 

Fax: (703) 414-1079 

May 1,2003 

Andrew S. Fishel 
Managing Director 
Office of Managing Director 
Federal Communkations Commission 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
445 12th street, S.W. 

Re: Reauest for Partial Refind of Fee for Auulication to Extend Milestones 

Dear Mr. Fishel: 

Pursuant to Section 1.1 I 17 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R.36 1.1 1 17, Lord , 
Spacecorn Corporation ("Lord Spacecorn"), respectfully ~equats a a . 
fee that it is submitting today with its request to extend the constru&%&$!k and launch 
milestones for its Telstar 8 satellite. 

of the $6,670 

Prior to September 14, 1998, the Commission's schedule of charges (found at 47 C.F.R. , 
$5 1 . I  101-1 109) included a categoryunder Section 1.1 107(9)(g) for "extension of construction 
permiflaunch authorizations" which was $610 per request. However, the Commission's 
subsequent revisions to its schedule eliminated this fee category. In the absence of a specified 
fee and upon the advice of International Bureau staff, Lord Space i% Communications Ltd. 
("hd'') has previously filed milestone extension requests with the fee applicable for space 
station modifications (currently $6,670), which was the Closest remaining fee category that could 
even be deemed to apply to this type of application. However, Loral requested a refund of that 
fee, noting that milestone extension requests are usually short, 0th ~nopposed and relatively. 
easy for the Commission to act upon.1 Modification applications, on the other hand, usually 
involve much more detailed technical analysis and Commission effort. 

I See Letter from John P. Stern, h r a l  Space & Communications Ltd. to Andmv S. 
Fishel, Managing =tor, Office of Managing Director, Federal Communications CommnSion, April 8, 

4 
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h response to Loral’s previous fee determination requests, the Office of the M a n a h  
Director stated that the Commissiods recent fee schedules have inadvertently omitted the ’ 
applicable fee for milestone extensions.2 The Office of the Managing Diredor determined that 
bra1  was entitled to a refund of the difference betweq the fee for a satellite modification and 
the fee that would be due for milestone extensions. 

Since the fee and fee category for milestone extensions have not yet been reinstated on 
the Commission’s fee schedule, Lord Space.Com is filing its milestone extension request 
together with a fee of $6,670 ?or space station modifications (47 C.F.R. 8 1.1 107(9Xc)). 
Consistent with the Managing Director’s previous fee determinations, Lord SpaceCcm requests 
that the Commission refund it $6,000: the difference between the $6,670 it is paying today and 
the $670 fee that would be applicable for a milestone extension request.3 

If you have any questions regarding this refpnd request, please contact the undersigned. 
nark you for your prompt consideration of this matter. 

Respect~lly submitted, 

- 
J 0 h n P . S t a  I 

2002; Lener from J o b  P. Stem, bra1  Space & Communications Ltd. to Andrcw S. Fishel, Managiug 
Director, Office of Managing Director, Federal Communications Commission, Novembcr2,1999. 

See Letter from Mark A. Reger, Chief Financial Officcr, Office ofManaging D h r ,  
Federal Communjcations Commission, to John P. Stcm, Esq., Lon1 space & CommunicatioIlci Ltd., Oct. 
24,2002 (FCC Control # 0204098 10545001); Lcm from Mark A. Rega, Chief Financial 05m, Office 
ofManaging Director, Federal Communications Commission, to Job  P. SCem, Esq., Loral Spsce & 
Commwcatiom Ltd., Sept. 21,2000 (Fee Control # 9911048210376001) (attached hereto). 

2 

3 Fee categories that used to be $610 per request appear lo have bccn increased to $670. 

179724 1 
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, 0. C. 20554 

OCT 2 4 2002 
OPRCE OF 
MANAGNO DIRECTOR 

John P. Stem, E s q h  
Lon1 Space & Commmications, Ltd. 
1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1007 
Arlingtbn, Vk+a 22202-3501 

Resuest for Partial Refund of Fee for Application to 
Extend Milestones . 
Fee CSEEUI Number 62234098210545001 

Dcar Comu;ek 
~ . .  .. ~ ~ . i  . .  ~. ~. -. .~ . . . .~~ 

T h i s  is in response to your Requwt for a Partial Refund of Pee fwApplication to & t d  
Milwtones dated April 8.2002 submitted with the request to extend the construction complet i~ 
and launch milestones for h r a l  SpaccCom Corporation’s (Lord) Telstar 8 satellite. You ~ u a  

amount hat you believe would be appropriate ($670), but for an inadvatent elimination of 
ccrtain words in the Commission’s fee schedule that d e s c r i i  e construction pennit extension fn 
what the statute d c ~ w  as a combination fee category for extension ofcoastructio~armcb 
authority. 

Lord paid a fee of $6,670,’ but you assert that because the Commission’s schedule of 
chargw in &wt at the time and published at 47 CFR $4 1.1102-1 109 do not include a previously 
referenced catcgory for “extension of construction peimMaunch authorizations,” that no fac i s  
due for its current application. In the alternative, and in further Support of you requat, you urgc 
fie Commission to apply its earlier rationale that evm though the application fee category was 
modified, so that milestone extension inadvertently was not listed precisely, the correspond& 
feo from the earlier publication (now increased to S670) should be applied. See Latlcr 6om 
Ma& A. Regcr, Chief F i c i a l  Officer, Office of Managing Director, Federal C O m m u n i c d ~ ~  
Commission, to John P. Stun, Esquire, Loral Space & Cammunicatiws Ltd., September 21, 
2000 (F~’Contd#9911048210376001). For the followhg TC;BSOIIS, we grant yow rqucst for a 
partial refuud 

a refund af $6,000, which is the diffaence betwarm the mount paid by Loral($6,670) and the , .  

The statutory fee schedule specifies as an dement of the .ategory fOT space stetion fees a 
fee for each extension of const~~ction permitllmch authorbation r e q u a  47 U.S.C. 5 lSS(S), 
&-on Carrier Service, Item 16.g. In implementing 47 U.S.C. 8 158, the Commission stated 
that “[l]he Schedule of Charges created statutory fees that could only bo changed in accordance 
with the statute or through the passage of new legislation.“ Report and Order, Elrtublirhmgn? of4 
Fee Col iaon Program ro Implemen: the Provisions of the Consolidaied Omnibus Blurget 

I 

- 

‘ n e  fee c o ~ w p o d  to the application fee for a space station modification, JCU 47 CFR 9 1.1 10749)0(% whjwhich 
category, you ;~sscrt, P dosest to the rtqnutcd ~ t i d  
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Reconcihbtion Aci of 1985, FCC 86-5657 8,2 FCC Rcd 947.948 (1987). Accordingly, 
absent congressional action. the Comnission will not purposely add to or delete h m  tb 
statutorily established categories o f  feeable items. In that regard, the Commission later amended 
certain of its rules to implement section 3001 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1989. which amended the Schedule of charges to include the appfic$OD and fec for an . 
“extension of construction permiflaunch suthorization (pa request). 

current application inadvdmtly omitted tbe applicable statutorily established fee for such 

catcgoq and fee to obtain an extension of the milestom fbr conshuctifm ran& valid. 
C0hsequmtIy;Loral is entitled to a refund of$6,W, the differeocc between the $6,670 it paid 

Subsequently, however, the Cornmissids fce schcdulc m cffed at the time Of h d ’ 8  

extensions. That ki~ei%mce doesr;.: puM ic a &&e to the statutory schedule. Thus, the 

and the ipplicebln $670 fee it should havepaidi I 

. .  

- - _ .  

Accordingly, Lord’s request for a partid rcfuad of $6,000 is granted, and a check in that 
mount made payable to the maku of the o r i g b l  check will be smt to YOU. I f y ~ u  have my 
questions Concerning this letter3 you may call the Revenue and Recdvablos Oprrab‘m Oroup at 
(202) 418-1995, , 

* e- Markagcr 

ChiefFinancial Officsr 

-~ ~ 

M m n o , ~ u r n  Opinion and Older, Establuhmenr of a Fee Collection Progrrrm to Impimoll the ~ ~ n s  of he 
Omnibus Bud@ Roconnliation Act of 1989, FCC 9063 .5  PCC Rcd 3558,3633 (1990) 
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John P. Stem, Esiquke 
Lord Space k Communications Lld 
1755 Jefferson Davis Highway 
Suite I007 
Arlington, Vi+a 22202-3501 

,. 

Re: Lord S p a a  k Commmicatiau, Ltk 
Fee Control # 991 1048210376001 

Dear Mr. Straw 

 his r e s p o d  to tbe request of Lord spwe B ~ommunicatiom, ~ t b  (“LOA 
Spacecorn”) for a refund of the 56,390.00 fee Pbf iCnt  it submitted in comedon wj& io 
application to extend cons~ction completion and )auncb milestones of its Telesur 8 
satcllitc .> 

- - .  

. .. 
.4 

In the absence of a specified fee, and upon rhc dvice of the htunationrl B~lreru 
Lord Spacecorn s u b m i d  with is insMt appficadOn 1 S6J90.00 pbymeat,  &e fa 
specified under section 1.1 107(9)(c) for sprcc station modifications. However, Lord 
Suacccom mainlsirv that it is not appropr iu  U, apply the modifidon applia‘on fec 10 4 extension applicatiog becaw a modificstion qpliC8tim h mote complicatd, 
requires gr~arer Commission analysis and cffofi and is more likely to be opposed Lord 
SpaceCom furtha taainnins that deletion of section l.l107(9Xn) e h i n a t a  the 
requirema to pay 8 fcc for miIestone cxtensioar. Accordingly, Lord S p a -  
requests nfbd of i& 56,390.00 fee p a y m e  

The statutory fee schedule spaifia a fee fo;, each “endion  of consrmction 
pcrmirllaunch authorization” rqucst. See 47 U.S.C.’§ IS8(g), C o G o n  C d c r  Smicu,  
16p. h implcrnenring 47 U.S.C. 0 158. the Cornmission stated th(“c&npr 10 this new 
Schedule of  Clxugca may come only in accordrricr with the nbv provisions of h 
communications AR or through the passage of new Iegit~rtio~.~ bee firaMshmer o j  
Fee Colltction Progrcml to Implement tha Prwitionr of rhr Cbnrolfd&d Omnibvr 
Bvdgrr 
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Reconciliah'o&& Of 1985, FCC NO. 86-301 (July 9, .1986)(TKESTLAW, FCOM-FCC 
libruy). Thus, absurt congressionid adon, &e Commhion will not purposely add to or 
dele@ from Ihc statutorily established categories of feeable items. 

ow review of Lord SphceCom's request discloses that, in faq he Commission's recent 
fee schedules inadvedently omincd the applicable fee for extensions. In tbe future, the 
Commission will amend iu ftc schedule to reinstate &e sppljcable fee. Howeirer, in the 
interim, as the statutory fee schedule bas retained the applicable fee category, Lord 
Spacecorn remahs subject 10 tk fee rcquhment. Lord SprceCom is entitled to I refurld 
of S5;7i?C.00. the d ~ e r c n c e  betwen the S6,590.00 jt,paid and the applicable 5640.00 fee 
it should have d d  ' 

Lord SpaceCom's request for refund ir p t e d  in PU A check ma& 
to the maker of the o r i w  check and draw in tht - o u t  .of SS,XO.OO. . ,. .. .. . will 
you at thc earliest practicable rime. If you have any questions conoemhg this 

COIIULE~ &e Credit & Debt Mmagcment Group at (202) 418-1995. .. 

* Chief Financial Officg 



WILLKIE FARR & GALLAGHER 1875'K S r m .  N.W 
Washington. DC 20006-1238 , 
Tel: 202 303 1000 

Fa: 202 303 2000 

- 

Andrew S. Fishel 
Managing Director 
Office of Managing Director 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Re: 

Dear Mr. Fishel: 

Please accept this letter as a replacement for the May 1,2003,'letter fknn John p. Stem, , .  
Deputy General Counsel, Lord Space & CommuniCatiOnS Ltd. ("bral"), in which Loral 
SpaceCom Corporation ("Loral SpaceCom") requested a partial refund of the fee that it 
submitted that day with its request to extend the construction completion and launch mikstones 
for its Telstar 8 satellite. The filing on May 1,2003, inadvertently remitted the old filing fee 
($6,670) for satellite modifications and was returned and refiled May 7,2003, with the 
appropriate ($7,050) fee. Pursuant to Section I .I117 of the commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. 
Section 1 .I 117, Loral SpaceCom respectfully requests a partial refund of the $7,050 fee 
submitted with its request to extend the construction completion and launch milestones for 
Telstar 8. 

Prior to September 14,1998, the Commission's schedule of charges (found at 47 C.F.R. ' 
58 1.1 101 -1 109) included a category under S d o n  1.1 107(9)(g) for "extension of construction 
pemit/launch authorizations" which was $610 per request. However, the Commission's 
subsequent revisions to its schedule eliminated this fee category. In the absence of a specified 
fee and upon the advice of International Bureau staff, Loral has previously filed milestone 
extension requests with the fee applicable for space station modifications (currently $7,0SO), 
which was the closest remaining fee category that could even be deemed to apply to this type of 
application. However, b ra1  requested a refimd of that fee, noting that milestone extension 
requests are usually short, often unopposed and relatively easy for the Commission to act upon.1 

I - See Letter kom J o h  P. Stem, Lord Space &Communications Ltd. to A n b  S. 
Fishel, Managing Director, Office of Managing Director, Federal Communications Commission, April 8. 
2002; Letter from John P. Stern, bra1 Space & Communications Ltd., to Andrew S. Fishel, Managing 
Director, Office of Managing Director, Federal Communications Commission, November 2,1999. 

- - - -  - _ .  - 
' RECEIVED JUN 1 12003 
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Modification applications, on the other hand, usually involve much more detailed t e c h l i d  
analysis and Commission effort. 

In response to Lord’s previous fee determination requests, the Office of the ManaginS 
Director stated that the Commission’s recent fee schedules have inadvertently omitted the 
applicable fee for milestone extensions.2 The Office of the Managing Director determined that 
b r a 1  was entitled to a refund of the difference between the fee for a satellite modification a d  
the fee that would be due for milestone extensions. 

since the fee and fee category for milestone extensions have not yet been reinstated on 
the Commission’s fee schedule, Loral SpaceCom filed its milestone extension request t o g d m  
with a fee of $7,050 (paid by Willkie Farr & Gallagher) for space station modifications (47 
C.F.R. 5 1.1 107(9)(c)). Consistent with the Managing D i o r ’ s  previous fee determinations, 
h r a l  Spacecorn, by its attorneys, requests that the Commission refund Wilkie Farr & Gallagher 
$6,345: the difference between the $7,050 paid and the $705 fee that would be applicable for a 
milestone extension request.3 

If you have any questions regarding this refund request, please contact the undersigned. 
Thank you for your prompt consideration of this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Jennifer D. McCarthy 
Counsel for Lord 

cc: John P. Stem 

2 See Letter from Mark A. Reger, Chief Financial Officer, Office of Mahsgiag Director, 
Federal C o m m u n i ~ o n s  Commission, to J o b  P. Stcm, Eq., Lord Space & Communications Ltd., Oct. 
24,2002 (Fee Control # 020409810545001); Letter from Mark A. Regcr, ChiefFinancial Officer, Office 
of Managing Director, Federal Communications CommisSjon, to John P. Stcm, Ew., Loral Space & 
Communications Ltd., Sept. 21,2000 (Fee Conaol# 991 1048210376001) (attached hereto). 

3 Fee categories that used to be $610 pcr request appear to have been hcrcascd to $705. 

I W 2 . 1  
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington, 0. C. 20554 

OCT 2 4 2002 

John P. Stem, 

1755 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1007 
Lam1 space & comunications, Ltd. 

Arlington, Virgiain 22202-3501 

@ 006 

, 

! 
I RE: 

Extend Milestones 
Fee Control Number 0204098210545001 

Requast for Partial Reflmd of Fee for Application to 
: 

i 
i 
i Dcar Counsek 
i 

1 
i 
f 
I 
I 
I 
! 

This is in response to PUT Request for a Partial R e f i d  of Fee for Applicationto E x t d  
Milestones dated April 8,2002 submitted Witb ihc request to extond the construction tompletion 
and bunch milcstonea for L O A  SpaccCom Corporatim’s Grd) Tclstar 8 sateEtc. Yon request 

C& WO& in the Commission’s fee schedule that descriic a construction p d t  atedon in 
wht the statute defines 88 a combination fee category for extension of construction/Jamch 
~UthOrity. 

a refuodof$6,000. which is the difference between the mount ppid by Loral (S6,670) end the 
mount tha you believe would be appropriate ($670), but for an inadvatant elimination of 

. 1  

Lord paid 8 fee of $6,670,’ but you assert that because the Commission’s schedule of 
chargts in effect at the time and published st 47 CFR 55 1.1 102-1 109 do not include a previously 
referenced category for “extension of constmction pwnitllauach authorizations,” that no fac is 
due for its current application. h the dtCmativc. and h furthu support Of your requost, you urge 
the Commission to apply its earlier rationale that cvcn though the application fee category w e  
modified, 80 that milestone ex-txtcnsion inadvcrteDtly was not fisted precisely, the corresponding 
fce from tbc mlkr publication (now increased to S670) should be appficd. See Lcttar PFOm 
Mark A. Reger, Chief Financial Offiocr, Ofice of Managing Dir~3.W Federal C ~ U n i c & o n s  
Commission, to John P. Stem, Esquire, Loral Space & Conununicatim Ud.. Septsmba 21, 
2000~~Conbol#9911048210376001). Forthefonowingrcasw wegrantpmrequestfora 
partial dimd 

The statutory fee schedule Specifics 86 an element of the catcgoq for space stetion fces a 
fee for cach extension of construcb’on pnmitntumch authorization request. 47 U.S.C. 5 1 5 8 0 ,  
Common Carrier Service, Item 16.g. In implementing 47 U.S.C. 8 158. the Commission stated 
that “[tJhe Schedule of Charges created stdhltary fccs that could only be chmgcd in accordance 
with the statute or though the passage of ncw legielatjon..“ Report and order, Establishment of a 
Fee Collection Program to Implement the Proviswm of the Comolidaied OmnibrcP Budga 

- 
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Reconciliation A d  011985, FCC 86-562,T 8,2 FCC Rcd 947,940 (1987). Acc~~&&y, 
absent congressional action, the Commission will not purp~~dy add to or delete firom f& 
statutorily established categoriw o f  fecsble item#. In that regard, the Commission later amena 
c d n  ofits rulca to implrmcnt section 3001 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 
1989, which mended &e Schedule of Charges to include the applicdon and fec for an 
~~cxtension of construction permit/launcb outhorizaton @cr raqucst)." 

Subsequently, howcvu, the Commissim's fcc schedule m cffact at the time ofloral's 
current application inadverlmtly oridted tbc applicable staUWily established fce fur such 
uttcnsions. That inadvertence docs not result in a cbmge to the statutory scheduk.. Thus, the 
&Cgory md fee to obtain an extcnshn of the milestones far constnlcthn remain valid. 
C0nsequcntly;LorSl is entitled to arefund of $6,000, the diBcnmce bctwttn the $6,670 it paid 
8nd thc applicable - $670 fee it should havcpdd 

momt made payable to thc d e r  of the original c h d  will bc sent ta you. U y ~ u  haw any 
qucstionc e this lettor, you may call the Rwmuc d Roccivablos Opmtian *up at 

Accordingly, Lod's  request for a partid rcfuud of $6,000 k 1pantsd. and a check in that 

(202) 418-1995. 

ChiefFinancial Officg 
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John P. Stan, BqUin 
Lord Spa= 6 Communications Ltd. 
1755 Jefferson Davis Highmy 
Sui* 1007 . 
Arlingtos Viginia 22202-3501 
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John P. Stcm, E s q h  2. 

-. .. . 
Reconciliatiblf-ACf pf 1985, FCC No. 86-301 (JdY 9, 1986)(wEsnAw, FCOM-FCC 
librw). Thus, absent congressiod action, the Commission 
delek kom h e  statutody established catzgories of feeable items. 

our review of Lonl Spacecorn’s request discloses that, in fa- rhc Commission’s recent 
fee schedules inadvettenfly omitted tbe appljcable fee for ex%nsions, ID the future, th 
Commission will a m d  iu fee schedule to reinstate tbe applicable fcc. However, m tha 
interim as the statutory fee schedule has retrintd the applicable fee c ~ D ~ o ~ ,  Lord 
SpaceCom n ~ h s  subject to the fee rcqukuncnt. Lord Spacecorn h cnntkd to a refund 

not purposely add to 

the S6,590.00 it paid rod the appliublc S640.00 fec 



WF&G 
NILLKIE FARR~~GALLAGHER STAMP 

May 7,2003 

Federal Communications Commission 

P.O. Box 356210 
Pittsburgh, PA 15251-5210 

International Bureau - Satellites FCC/MELLDN. hi4 

1875 K S m a .  t4.W 
IN 

Wuhingm. DC 20006-1238 
Td: 202 303 IWO 
Fa: 202 M3 2000 

Re: Lord SDa&m Cornoration - Telstar 8 - Reauest for Extension of mil st on^ 4 .s - 
[ 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

bra! SpacecOm Corporation (‘2oral Spacecorn”), by its attorneys, hereby resubmits its 
May 1,2003, origind arid nine copies of an application on Form 3 12 extend the c0-m 

completjon and ]am& milestones associated with the Telstar 6 satellh at 6 9 O  W.L TbCfiling 
on May 1,2003, inadvertently remitted the old filing fee (56,670) for satellite modifications and 
ws returned (see attached). Accordingly, enclosed is a new Form 159 and a cbeck for $7,050 to 
cover the applicable filing fee. Please date-stamp and retun a copy of the enclosed filing in the. 
~nvelope provided. Any inquiries related to this request should be directed to the mdrnigned. 

The pleading filed May 1,2003, also contained a request for waiver and petition .for 
reumqkleratim oftbe International Bureau’s April 1,2003, order With respect to the above- 
refemxed file numbas.‘ The petition for reconsideration and waiver was not subject to 8 fe but 
w s  merely combined with the modification for ease of consideration. The pdtion for 
reccmsidaation and waiver Was properly fled May 1,2003, and we therefore request that it be 
processed nuncpro tunc. 

Rapectfully submitted, 

counsel €or Lord SpaceCom COT. 

I >s 1; p, Memorandum Opinion, Order and Authwimtion, 
DA 03-1045 (d &dl 1,2003). 



I 278) TUTAL FES F& USE ONLY (2681 FEE DUE FOR cprc) 

1298) FCC CODE 2 k7.881 I 

SECTJON E - CREDlT CARD PAYMENT INFORMATJON 

1 MTERCARDNISA A X O W  NUMBER 
(31) 
0 MASTERCARD 

I hatby suthmze FCC u, charge my MSA or MAslERCARD for the wrvice(s)/authonrarion k m  IkXxihd 

DATE 
n 

SiGNATURE 

SEE PUBLIC BURDEN ON REVERSE PGC FORM 159 fiBRUARY 2oM)(FSVISED) 



Lknr FCC Customer. 

Re: Return of Unpmccssablc Application 

This  is to notify you that your application package is being returned for the followin0 reasons: 

( ) No applicatiodfiling accompanied your submission. 

( ] No remittance accompanied your submission. Please refer to the appropriate Fee Filing Guide 

dne remittancc for payment type code= is now 5 ,  7050.* . 
( ) Your check isnot acceptable for this reason 

A u l t i p l c  checks for a single-appiiution mnnroceprcd. pleascscnd one check fprS 7 
( ) No remittance advice (FCC Form 159) accompanied your submlssion. 

( )me payment lypc code is ~ e d d  

( ) The remittance advice form (FCC Form IS9) is incomplete. 

om @ 
. * . 

( )The credit card section ofFCC Form IS9 Rcminsncc Advice needs __ Expiration date -Signature 

( ) Block 3 must be completed (pleare entu S ) to authorize a credit charge. only h e  credit card holder can 

( ) Your credit card was dcnied'by Authormlim; please confirm or correct u r d  number. 

[ ) Your credit card was dwlined; ifany quenion. please contact bank that issued ord. 

( ) The FCC Form 159. Rcminanse Advice, used is obsolete. P l c w  use the February 2000 edition. Sce enclosed Public Notue for 
further information. 

( ) The PayerlAppliunt FCC Regimtion Numk(FRN) is missing from the Form 159. This number is required in ordcr to pmcm 
your filing. Scc enclosed News Rtkarc for further assistance. 

( 1 Payment for your electronically filed application rmnnot be processed without the confirmntion number in the FCC Code 2 
block of the FCC Form 1 S9. Payment mu11 be received wlthln 10 businem days from the receipt date of your elcctronlcally filed 
spplicstion to avoid dismissal. If payment Is not recelved within 10 hyr, you must file another electronically Sled application, 

complete a FCC Form 159. which includes the rcqulrtd connrmatlon aumha, and send mother payment 

complete this item. 

( )Other. 

p l c ~ c  , er ,  (0 thc enclosed Fcc Filing Guide for further instructions, and mail yourcorrccted application. remWmce advice form and 
payment to the appropriate P.O. Box in Pittsburgh, PA. 

if you have furtherquestions, please contact the FCC 81 202418- 1995. 

Sincerely, 



WILLKIE F m  & WAGHER 
May 1,2003 

Federal (homunications Commission 
International Bureau - Satellits 
P.O. Box 358210 
Pittsburgh, PA 15251-5210 

Re: bral SuaceCom Cornoration - Telstar 8 - Recruest for Extension of Milestonq 
8 
MOD-I9991 101-00107 SAT-MOD-19991 102-00106 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

Loral SpaceCom Corporation ('Zoral SpaoeCom"), by its attorneys, hereby submits an 
o+jnd and nine copies of an appiication on Form312 to extend the w-mction compl&on 
and launch milestones associated With the Telstar 8 satellite ai 89" W.L. A h  enclosed 5 a 
completed Fom 159 and a check to cover the applicable filing fee. The pleading also contains a 
request fa waiver and petition for reconsideration of the International $urea~'s April 1,2003 
order in the above-refaend proceedings.' Please datGstamp and return a copy of the enclosed 
filing in the envelope provided. &y inquiries related to this request should be directad to the 
undersigned. 

J&fa D. MOCarthy \ 

Cou'nsel for Loral SpaceCom Corp. 

cc: attached certificate of service 

1 ;Q 

C C ,  
ADDlications for Extension of Milestone Dates, Memorandum Opinh, Order and AuMzetbn,  
DA 03-1 045 (rei. April I, 2003). 

-- n.an. LONDON M I L A N  ROME FUANKFURT BRUSSELS 


